Abstract
Introduction
Are information systems (IS) people, particularly those with IS job titles or working within an IS department, different from non-information systems (non-IS) people? Some experts, such as Couger and Zawacki (1980) , espouse the position that these two "types" of people behave differently and, therefore, should be managed differently. This article questions that position. An individual's behavior is influenced by the interaction between that person and his or her environment. For example, an IS person may behave differently from a non-IS person because of characteristics within that person (e.g., motivation or skill) or because of characteristics within the environment (e.g., technology utilized). This classic model of behavior by Lewin (1935) provides framework for this article's investigation of whether IS and non-IS people should be managed differently.
Differences in individual characteristics within IS and non-IS people have been investigated previously. Couger and Zawacki (1980) report differences in the motivations between IS and non-IS employees. Bartol and Martin (1982) caution, however, that these reported differences may result from the methods used to measure motivation rather than from real differences. Ferratt and Short (1986) , by focusing on motivators of productive work behavior and using a different method of measuring motivation, report no significant differences between IS and non-IS people. These results seriously challenge the position that these two groups have different motivations and, therefore, should be managed differently.
Studies of motivational differences usually examine a limited set of characteristics within the person and do not directly examine whether IS and non-IS people are or should be managed differently. That is, they do not investigate differences in environmental characteristics (e.g., how IS and non-IS people are managed) or in the relationship of the environment to employee behavior (e.g., how the way IS and non-IS people are managed affects what they do on the job). This study examines whether IS and non-IS people are or should be managed differently. Specifically, it investigates the relationship between the environment established by managers at the work-unit level and employees' productivity.
Prior Research
Little research has been done to compare the work-unit environments of IS and non-IS employees, A limited comparison is possible upon examination of Cougar and Zawacki's (1980) data on the job characteristics of IS and non-IS employees. By averaging their reported Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) scores on the five core job dimensions for clerical-operations, technical-professional, and managerial-level IS employees, scores of 4.6, 5.3, and 5.9, are obtained respectively. Clerical-operations employees include computer operators, data entry operators, and data control clerks; technical-professional employees include analysts and programmers; and managerial employees range from supervisors to top IS managers. The non-IS technical-professional4evel employee group is the only group for which a comparable score can be obtained. Its score is the same as that for IS employees: 5.3. This lack of difference on a limited comparison suggests that IS and non-IS people at the same occupational level are not different enough to require different job designs. Since no measure of productivity was obtained, the relationship of job design to productivity for IS and non-IS people is not empirically examined in the Couger and Zawacki (1980) study.
This article extends the limited prior research in three directions. First, it includes not only job enrichment but also additional factors managers should consider when taking actions in the workunit environment that directly affect productivity. Second, it empirically examines the relationship between work-unit environment and productivity. Third, it broadens the comparisons to include each of the three occupational groups.
Work-unit environment
The management literature contains several thoughts on various managerial behaviors at the work-unit level that affect employee behavior. Enlarging or enriching a job is a managerial behavior that has been extensively discussed and reviewed (Roberts and Glick, 1981 ; Pierce and Dunham, 1976; Hackman and Lawler, 1971 ; Turner and Lawrence, 1965; Herzberg, et al., 1959) . Showing concern for performance and concern for employees, as well as initiating structure and consideration, are additional examples of managerial behaviors that have been extensively discussed and reviewed (Bass, 1981 ; Barrow, 1977; Kerr, et al., 1974; Fiedler, 1967; Blake and Mouton, 1964; Stogdill and Coons, 1957) . Other managerial behaviors, such as setting goals (Kim and Hamner,1976; Ivancevich and McMahon, 1982; Locke, et al., 1981 ; Latham and Yukl, 1975; Locke, 1968) , using participatory decision making (Locke and Schweiger, 1979; Lowin, 1968) and providing feedback (Ammons, 1956; Ilgen, et al., 1979; Luthans and Kreitner, 1975) have also been studied extensively.
Practicing managers may conclude that they should do all of the above in order to establish a productive work-unit environment. But such a conclusion is premature. While prior research studies have examined these factors, they have not examined them jointly. Furthermore, reviews of the literature on various managerial behaviors have typically concluded that more comprehensive models are needed (Kerr, et al., 1974; Barrow, 1977; Latham and Yukl, 1975) , and that research is needed to combine variables not previously studied in relation to each other (Bass, 1981) .
This study uses six managerial behaviors based on those cited above to conceptualize a new variable --the work-unit environment (see Figure 1) . Two of these behaviors, enriching the job and involving employees, evolve from literature on job design (e.g., Pierce and Dunham, 1976) and participation (e.g., Locke and Schweiger, 1979) . These two factors define how managers relate workers to job duties and to coworkers, both in design and practice. Together, they deal with enhancing the work. Another two factors, attending to production and attending to interpersonal relations, evolve primarily from literature on leader behavior (e.g., Barrow, 1977) . These factors define the task-social orientation of a work-unit and its manager and, together, deal with creating the work climate. The other two factors, targeting work behavior and 'reinforcing work behavior, evolve from literature on goal setting (e.g., Locke, et al., 1981) and feedback (e.g., llgen, et al., 1979) . These factors serve as pre-and post-performance guides to work behavior and, together, deal with shaping work behavior.
Work-unit environments are likely to vary across clerical-operations, technical-professional, and managerial employees. Cougar and Zawacki's (1980) data for IS employees provide limited support for this expectation. Therefore, employees at each occupational level should be examined independently in order to control these expected systematic differences.
Research Questions
Two major researchquestions concerning the differences between iS and non-IS people are investigated in this study: Recall that Lewin (1935) proposes that behavior, a dependent variable, is a function of two independent variables--the person and the environment. The second research question is guided by this model. The dependent variable is a specific kind of behavior, i.e., productive work behavior or "productivity." The productivity may vary from low to high. The independent variables are "persons" (which vary from IS to non-IS persons) and "workunit environments" (which conceptually vary from low on all six managerial behaviors to high on all six, including all combinations in-between).
The two extremes of work-unit environment (i.e., low vs. high on all six managerial behaviors) are useful for illustrating the value of examining the second research question. If a low work-unit environment has lower productivity than a high workunit environment for non-IS people, but the reverse is found for IS people, then the relationship of work-unit environment to productivity differs for IS and non-IS people. Such a finding would support the prescriptive conclusion that IS and non-IS people should have different work-unit environments and should be managed differently to achieve higher productivity.
A positive answer to the first research question (i.e., finding that work-unit environments are not the same for IS and non-IS people) is not a direct examination of whether IS and non-IS people should be managed the same or differently. However, it is analogous to studies of motivational differences that examine the "person" variable in Lewin's model to discover whether IS and non-IS people have the same or different motivations. If they have different motivations, the prescriptive conclusion is that they should be managed differently to achieve the same productivity. Such studies can only indirectly reach that prescriptive conclusion, however, because the "behavior" and "environment" variables in the model are not directly examined.
Similarly, examining just the "environment" variable, as the first research question does, allows only indirect, weak conclusions to be drawn. Examination of the first research question, however, complements the motivational studies previously conducted and, therefore, is included in this study as a tentative test of whether IS and non-IS people should be managed the same or differently. A positive answer to this question only tentatively indicates that practicing managers recognize that IS and non-IS people are different and, therefore --by further stretching this reasoning --manage them differently.
Methodology

Samples
This study used field surveys to collect data from seven independent samples. These samples provided a broad base of 1005 employees. Based on their hierarchical level, area of work, job title, and pay, individuals were classified as IS or non-IS employees in one of three major groups: clericaloperations, technical-professional, and managerial. For example, those with IS job titles such as programmers or systems analysts were classified as IS technical-professionals, while those with non-IS job titles such as actuaries, accountants, or underwriters were classified as non-IS technical-professionals; for others where the job title was not clearly IS or non-IS, they were classified as IS if they worked in an information systems department and non-IS otherwise. The participants ranged from clerks to managers, and represented over 100 insurance companies in the Midwest. The characteristics of various groupings of participants are shown later in Table 1 .
A survey instrument was administered on company time to 542 employees (personnel primarily in non-supervisory clerical-operations and technical-professional occupations) in six insurance companies. A cover letter explained that individual responses would remain confidential and that the survey was part of a research study to identify the most effective methods of managing in the insurance industry. Only employees who were employed long enough to observe their manager's general pattern of behavior were asked to participate in the study.
A similar procedure was used to administer a survey to each employee's immediate superior in order to measure the participating employee's productivity and to obtain data for classifying the employees into type (IS or non-IS) and occupation (clerical-operations, technical-professional, or managerial).
The same employee survey instrument (slightly modified to classify individuals into type and occupation) with a similar cover letter was sent to one-third systematic random sample of FLMIs (Fellows of the Life Management Institute) eleven midwestern states. The insurance industry employees who have earned this designation are primarily in technical-professional and managerial occupations. Over 52 percent, specifically 463 of 888 potential respondents, voluntarily completed and returned the survey. It was not feasible to obtain productivity data for this sample.
Survey instrument
The survey instrument asks questions about the work-unit environment, the organizational environment, and the individual. To facilitate the cooperation of employers, the instrument is designed to be administered in 45 minutes or less. Some items were adopted from standardized instruments, e.g., variety and autonomy from Hackman and OIdham's Job Diagnostic Survey (1975) , while other items were developed specifically for this study.
Thirty-three items formed the original pool from which the measure of work-unit environment is developed. Items are based on the six managerial behaviors cited previously: enriching the job, involving employees, attending to production, attending to interpersonal relations, targeting work behavior, and reinforcing work behavior. The items are designed to elicit a description of the work-unit environment, not an affective reaction to it. All questions about the work-unit environment are on seven-point scales. One represents a low amount of the item and seven represents a high amount. An example of an item is:
How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to what extent does your job permit you to decide on your own how to go about doing the work?
I have almost no Many aspects of my My job gives me personal say aboutwork are standard-almost complete how and when the ized and not under responsibility for work is done. my control, but I candeciding how and make some deci-when the work is sions about the to be done. conduct of my job, The measure of employee productivity is based on five items. These items describe the amount of work the employee completes, the amount of time it takes the employee to complete assigned work, the quality of work, the employee's record of meeting assigned deadlines, and the employee's overall contribution to the welfare of the company. All items are on seven-point scales where one represents less than acceptable behavior and seven represents outstanding behavior. An example of an item is:
The amount of work this employee completes is less than it completely outstanding should be acceptable
Analytic procedures
This study requires some exploration before the two research questions can be tested. Two exploratory analyses are appropriate. The first involves analysis of the new scales used in this study. Specifically, the dimensions actually measured by the items designed to measure work-unit environment are identified along with the validity and reliability of the resu}ting scales measuring those dimensions. The second analysis involves the identification of a limited number of types of work-unit environments. The dimensions identified via the first exploration will yield an infinite number of linear combinations that will facilitate linear tests of the two research questions. A limited number of types of work-unit environments will facilitate non-linear tests of the research questions.
To provide independent samples for exploration and testing, the sample is divided into two random halves. The first half sample is the exploratory sample while the second half sample is the test sample. More specifically, the first sample is used to identify valid, reliable scales and to identify a limited number of types of work-unit environments. The second sample is used to verify the validity and reliability of the scales and to test linear and non-linear versions of the two research questions.
The first research question is investigated separately for each of the three occupational groups. The second research question is investigated separately for two occupational groups, clericaloperations and technical-professional. Recall that it was not feasible to obtain productivity data for respondents in the seventh sample (i.e., the FLMIs), which included most of the managerial respondents.
Exploratory Scale Analysis: Work-Unit Environment
The scale analysis is conducted on the combined clerical-operations technical-professional, and managerial level employees. The clerical-operations group includes IS jobs such as data entry and computer operator and non-IS jobs such as secretary, accounting clerk, and policy service representative. The technical-professional group includes IS jobs such as computer programmer and systems analyst and non-IS jobs such as underwriter, actuary, and accountant. The managerial group includes jobs within IS and non-IS areas from first-line supervisor to top management. Characteristics of the IS and non-IS employees in each of the three occupational groups in each half sample are presented in Table 1 and Table 2 .
Based on the iterative use of factor analysis and scale reliability analysis with the first random half sample, the pool of 33 items designed to measure the work-unit environment was reduced to 20 items. The final factor analysis with the first sample showed three distinct factors. Factor analysis with the second sample (see Table 3 ) showed that all 20 items have factor Ioadings greater than .30 on the same three factors as in the first sample. Table 4 shows the grouping of the 20 items into three scales corresponding to the three factors; it also shows scale and item means and standard deviations and scale reliabilities (Cronbach's Alpha) for both the first and second samples. The reliabilities are all acceptable and compare favorably with those of the Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman and Oldham, 1975) .
The construct validity of these three scales is examined in Tables 5 and 6 , which show the workunit environments for the three occupational groups in both the first-and second-half random samples. Multivariate analysis of variance using occupation as the independent variable and the three dimensions of work-unit environment as the dependent variables shows significant differences beyond the .000 level for random half-sample one. These results are replicated in the second sample.
While these scales could benefit from further development, they have acceptable reliability and validity for testing the research questions with the second-half sample.
Exploratory Scale Analysis: Productivity
Factor analysis shows that the five items designed to measure productivity have factor Ioadings on a single factor ranging from .85 to ,92 in the first sample and .83 to .92 in the second sam- Table 4 ). This scale, too, demonstrates that it is acceptable for use in testing the hypotheses with the second sample.
Exploratory Identification of Types of Work-Unit Environments
The method of determining a parsimonious number of types of work-unit environments involves a two-stage cluster analysis procedure, where a hierarchical cluster procedure is used in the first stage and a partitioning cluster procedure is used in the second stage~ A four-cluster solution results in four significantly different types of work-unit environments. When the three scales for work-unit environment are used as dependent variables in a multivariate analysis of variance where the independent variable is the four types of work-unit environments, the results show that the types are significantly different beyond the .000 level. These results are replicated in the second sample also, not only for technical-professional employees but also for clerical-operations and managerial employees. 
Results
Testing research question 1: Do work-unit environments differ?
This research question is tested in two ways. In both tests, the independent variable is the type of employee (IS or non-IS). In both tests, worl(-unit environment is the dependent variable. Both tests are run separately for clerical-operations, technical-professional, and managerial employees.
In the first test, work-unit environment is represented by the three major dimensions of managerial behavior identified in the exploratory analysis: (1) enriching the job, (2) attending to interpersonal relations, involving the employee, and reinforcing work behavior, and (3) attending to production and targeting work behavior. Multivariate analysis of variance is used to test the null hypothesis that work-unit environments of IS and non-IS people are not different. This test compares the set of means for the three dimensions across IS and non-IS groups.
In the second test work-unit environment is represented by the four different types of work environments identified in exploratory analysis: (1) low all three dimensions, (2) mid-range on the three dimensions but relatively high on attention to production and targeting work behavior, (3) midrange on the three dimensions but relatively low on attention to production and targeting work behavior, and (4) high on all three dimensions. A chisquare test is used to test the null hypothesis. This test compares the observed frequency of occurrence of each type for IS and non-IS people with the expected frequency (if no differences exist between the way IS and non-IS people are managed).
The results of the first test are presented in Table  7 , while the results of the second test are pre- Table 8 . None of the tests of the first hypothesis shows a significant difference between IS and non-IS people at the .05 level of significance. Thus, these results lead to the same conclusion: do not reject the null hypothesis. That is, we must accept that the work-unit environments of IS and non-IS people do not significantly differ. These results hold for each occupational level.
Testing research question 2: Is the relationship between work-unit environment and productivity different?
This research question is also tested two ways. In both tests, productivity is the dependent variable, and type of employee (IS or non-IS) and work-unit environment are the two independent variables. In both tests, the significance of the interaction of the two independent variables is critical: if the interaction is significantly different from zero, the relative productivity of any two work-unit environments will differ for IS and non-IS groups. Finally, both tests are run separately for clerical-operations and technical-professional employees. No tests of this research question are feasible for managerial employees since their productivity could not be obtained.
In the first test, work-unit environment is represented by the three dimensions of managerial behavior identified in the exploratory analysis. Multiple linear regression is used to test the significance of the three interaction terms, in the second test, work-unit environment is represented by the four types of work-unit environments identified in the exploratory analysis. Analysis of variance is used to test the significance of the interaction between work-unit environment and employee type.
The results of the first test are presented in Table  9 , while the results of the second test are pre- *All results are based on respondents in Sample 2 for whom productivity data were obtained.
sented in Table 10 . No interaction effect in any of the second research question tests significantly differs from zero at the .05 level of significance. Thus, these results all lead to the same conclusion: do not reject the null hypothesis. We must accept that the relationship of work-unit environment to productivity does not significantly differ for IS and non-IS people. These results hold for each occupational level tested.
Discussion
Are IS and non-IS people managed differently?
Six different analyses failed to show any significant differences in how IS and non-IS people are managed. The linear test of the first research *All results are based on respondents in Sample 2 for whom productivity data were obtained.
question indicates that work-unit environments are similar for IS and non-IS employees at the same occupational level. The non-linear test indicates that the distribution of types of work-unit environments is similar for IS and non-IS employees at the same occupational level. Thus, one inference is that managers of the employees in this study do not find IS and non-IS employees so different that they have naturally developed different ways of managing them.
Competing inferences, however, are possible. For example, one might infer that IS and non-IS people are different, but that the dimensions of the work-unit environment measured in this study are not the environmental dimensions that managers have established as different for these two groups. Or one might infer that IS and non-IS people are different, but that the managers have not learned or been allowed to manage them differently.
While strict controls for these competing inferences have not been used in this study, two elements of the study do provide some degree of control. First, this study extends the number of environmental dimensions beyond those used in prior research, thereby increasing the likelihood that salient environmental dimensions are being tapped. Second, the managers come from several companies, thereby reducing the likelihood of systematic restrictions on developing different ways of managing.
Should IS and non-IS people be managed differently?
In addition to the negative results from the tests of the first research question, four additional analyses (i.e., a linear and non-linear test of the second research question for two occupational groups) failed to show any significant differences. That is, no significant differences were found in the relationship of work-unit environment to productivity for IS and non-IS people. One inference from these results is that IS people and non-IS people do not have to be managed differently in order to obtain higher productivity.
The greatest limitation on making this inference is the lack of experimental controls in this study.
That is, experimentally induced changes do not exist in this study; therefore, no direction of causality can be assumed from the research design. Instead of assuming that changing from one type of work-unit environment to another leads to a given change in the level of productive work behavior, our analysis of the data could have assumed with equal validity that the direction of causality was from changes in worker behavior to changes in the way managers manage.
A further limitation on generalizing this inference, and the preceding one, comes from the sampling procedure. While the sample is large, it is not a random sample. It is limited to employees in selected insurance companies in the midwestern United States. These particular companies are not necessarily representative of the insurance industry, nor is the insurance industry necessarily representative of other industries. Thus, the results of this study cannot necessarily be generalized to other white collar employees.
Nevertheless, the analysis of the static relationship between work-unit environment and productivity shows no difference for IS and non-iS people. This result provides more direct evidence than any prior research regarding the question of whether IS and non-IS people should be managed differently. Even with its limitations, this research provides a number of opportunities for significant differences to be discovered. Given that none was found and until contrary evidence is presented, it is not imprudent to proceed with a conclusion that IS and non-IS people should not be managed differently.
Beyond testing the research questions: How should employees be managed?
What are the most productive work-unit environments? A post hoc analysis of all clerical-operations and technical-professional employees in the first and second samples combined was conducted to suggest an answer for researchers and practitioners to debate and explore more completely in the future. The four types of work-unit environments identified in the exploratory analysis were compared on productivity. The results are presented in Table 11 . Analysis of variance shows that the productivity of the work-unit environments is different beyond the .000 level of significance. The two work-unit environments with *Results are based on clerical-operations and technical-professional respondents in both Sample 1 and Sample 2 for whom productivity data were obtained. **The decision rule for identifying a technical-professional respondent's work-unit environment is as follows: If the average of the three dimensions (Xl, X2, and X3***) is less than 3.875, work-unit environment is low; if the average is greater than 5.19, it is high; if the average is between 3.875 and 5.19 inclusive, it is one of the two mid-range work-unit environments. If both X1 and X2 are greater than or equal to X3, the mid-range work-unit environment is classified as mid-range 2; otherwise, it is mid-range 1. The decision rule for identifying a clerical-operations respondent's work-unit environment is only modestly different: If the average of the three dimensions (Xl, X2, and X3 ***) is less than 4.10, work-unit environment is low; if the average is greater than 5.30, it is high; if the average is between 4.10 and 5.30 inclusive, it is one of the two mid-range work-unit environments, if either Xl or X2 is greater than X3, the mid-range work-unit environment is classified as mid-range 2; otherwise, it is mid-range 1. ***X1, X2, X3 represent the work-unit environment, where Xl = Enriching the job X2 = Attending to interpersonal relations, involving the employee, and reinforcing work behavior X3 = Attending to production and targeting work behavior the highest average productivity are high (5.11) and mid-range 2 (relatively low on attention to production and targeting work behavior) (4.99) workunit environments. The two lowest are the low (4.71) and mid-range I (relatively high on attending to production and targeting work behavior) (4.49) work-unit environments.
Conventional wisdom suggests that the better the work-unit environment, the better the employees' productivity. A result inconsistent with this suggestion is that the work-unit environment that is relatively low on all three underlying dimensions is not the lowest in productivity. The other unexpected result is that the mid-range work-unit environment represented by relatively low attention to production and targeting work behavior is one of the two most productive work-unit environments, while the complementary mid-range work-unit environment represented by relatively high attention to production and targeting work behavior has the lowest productivity.
One explanation for the unexpectedly low productivity of the mid-range 1 work-unit environment could be that employees react negatively when pushed for output without compensating support from other dimensions of the work-unit environment. This negative reaction may even be strong enough to explain why the mid-range I work-unit environment has lower productivity than the low work-unit environment. Future research could explore this and alternative explanations with employees in other types of companies or with other research methodologies.
Speculative impfications for managing
It should be noted that the implications presented below are truly speculative: they involve interpretations of the results that extend beyond the limits of the methodology. The results are descriptive of current management practice in an environment (particularly IS) where the technology of work has been changing; consequently, current practice may not be an appropriate guide for the future. Moreover, the measure of productivity does not allow for the potential that fundamentally different items are necessary for measuring the productivity of IS and non-IS people.
Recognizing these limitations, this article proposes that this study of current management practices has relevance for the future because of its dimensions of managerial behavior and its productivity items. The three dimensions of managerial behavior used in measuring work-unit environment--(1) enriching the job, (2) attending to interpersonal relations, involving the employee, and reinforcing work behavior, and (3) attending to production and targeting work behaviorhare based on enduring writings on managerial behaviors. The productivity items address specific areas of productive work behavior--quantity, quality, and timeliness--and a global assessment of productivity. Based on factor analysis with the employees in this study, these items apply to both IS and non-IS people.
In a given work setting, the three managerial behaviors may be constrained or encouraged by the organizational culture and the work technology. Managers, however, exhibit some degree of all three of these behaviors; it is employees' perceptions of these behaviors that influence employees' actions. These managerial behaviors will continue to influence employees' actions in the future, regardless of the work technology employed.
Building further on this base, this article presents speculation in two areas. First, managers should establish the same work-unit environment for IS and non-IS personnel at the same occupational level. Second, organizations do not need to establish different programs for managing employees as they become more heavily involved in information systems tasks.
Managers of work-units that have both IS and non-IS personnel and managers considering the distribution of IS personnel to various non-IS functional areas should be encouraged by the first speculation. Not only should they be able to manage IS and non-IS people the same way to achieve the same productivity, but they should also find two types of work-unit environments that are most productive. For example, project teams composed of both IS and non-IS technical-professionals would be most productive if their managers developed a high or mid-range 2 work-unit environment.
The second speculation suggests that non-IS personnel who become involved in developing or operating information systems will not differ from other personnel at the same occupational level. They will not differ in what motivates them to be productive (Ferratt and Short, 1986) , or in the kinds of work-unit environments that will elicit productive work behavior. Thus, the work-unit environments currently being used by the typical manager should continue to elicit the same behavior from employees after they become more involved in information systems tasks.
One question this study does not address is: Do the skills required for non-IS personnel to perform IS tasks effectively differ, even though the motivations and productive work-unit environments may not? The authors' guess is that the skills currently used as selection criteria for a given non-IS job will continue to dominate even as non-IS personnel are expected to perform more IS tasks. Thus, successful integration of iS tasks into a non-IS job will occur only if the tools and skills for developing and operating systems are consistent with the skills required for competence in the non-IS job. Further research is needed in this area.
Conclusion
Are information systems (IS) people different from non-information systems (non-IS) people? The implication of a positive answer is that these two "types" of people should be managed differently. This study examines whether IS and non-IS people are or should be managed differently.
Specifically, two major research questions are investigated:
1. Do work-unit environments differ for IS and non-IS people? 2. Is the relationship of work-unit environment to productivity different for IS and non-IS people?
How IS and non-IS people are managed (i.e., their work-unit environment) is measured by three sets of managerial activities: (1) enriching the job, (2) attending to interpersonal relations, involving the employee, and reinforcing work behavior, and (3) attending to production and targeting work behavior.
Within each of three different occupational groups--clerical-operations, technical-professional, and managerial employeesnthe workunit environments of IS and non-IS people do not differ. In two of the occupational groups where productivity measures were obtained--clericaloperations and technical-professional--the relationship of work-unit environment to productivity does not differ for IS and non-IS people. These findings support the conclusion that IS and non-IS employees at the same occupational level are not and should not be managed differently.
Yet some cautions should accompany this conclusion. This study used a field survey, not an experimental methodology, to obtain these results. A limited set of managerial activities and employee behavior was investigated. Furthermore, the sample of employees is from a non-random sample of insurance companies in the midwestern United States. This sample's results need to be replicated with other samples, other managerial activities and employee behaviors, and more causal methodologies before this article's conclusion should be widely accepted.
